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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:01:20

Last week we started with verse one of this chapter, where it says "The Able One explained all these branches for 
the purpose of wisdom," and there is mention in Gyaltsap Je's commentary that these "branches" can be 
interpreted to refer to calm abiding, and specifically can be interpreted to refer to the immediately previous 
chapter which is the eighth chapter, on concentration. We said this is one of the interpretations of the statement. 
The question arises, how would you apply that? How would you link these two together--the eighth and the ninth 
chapter? We know, as it is commonly explained, that when you have the mind which is a mind that is arisen from 
meditation that is viewing emptiness, and it's a union of calm abiding and special insight, when you have this 
particular type of mind you have to develop calm abiding first. This has to come before you obtain the union of 
calm abiding and special insight focusing on emptiness. The wisdom which is the union of the two focusing on 
emptiness needs to have this part of calm abiding as a pre-existing component.

00:02:50 {TIBETAN} 00:03:58

This actually indicates that we have a definitive order. Just as we have definitive order in terms of the three types 
of higher training, similarly we have definitive order in terms of the practice of the six perfections. With the three 
higher trainings we say that in order to have the higher training of wisdom, and this is any type of wisdom, it 
doesn't just have to be wisdom focusing on emptiness specifically. Here though we are talking about the wisdom 
that is derived from meditation, and it's the union of calm abiding and special insight. So prior to having that you 
must have the higher training in concentration, you must have your calm abiding in place and that stability of the 
calm abiding will not come unless you have higher training in ethics. So just as we have that definite order there, 
we see that we have a similarly definite order again, which is a causal order in the practice of the six perfections. 
Starting from the last one, which is the perfection of wisdom, again, mind arisen from meditation, it's the union of
calm abiding and special insight focusing on emptiness. Prior to having this type of wisdom focusing on 
emptiness you must have calm abiding--the perfection of concentration, and prior to that you must have ethics, 
and not just the ethics but that actually includes all the other branches from generosity, ethics, patience, 
enthusiastic effort, they must precede.

00:05:46 {TIBETAN} 00:06:57

That's a general presentation, but we say that here, as the commentary indicates, here one follows not this system 
but the second system. These are the actual words, “here one follows the second system.” The second system here
means that we are talking about wisdom that is a very special type of wisdom, basically we're talking about 
wisdom that must be influenced by all aspects of method, and you can summarise this and say this must be 
wisdom that is influenced by bodhichitta, and in order to have that special type of wisdom you understand that all
these previous branches are necessary. So the previous branches can be understood as the previous, the other 
types of perfection, or you could say, take it to refer even from the first chapter of the book going all the way 
back to the first line, the first verse of the book. Anything from mind generation up to here are taught as branches 
to support this special wisdom.

00:08:14 {TIBETAN} 00:09:01

Why is it that we need to have that very special type of wisdom? It's not ordinary wisdom, because we want that 
wisdom to be the antidote for both types of obscurations--afflictive obscurations and knowledge obscurations. So 
verse one, the last two lines say there "for those wishing to pacify suffering need to generate wisdom," so any of 
those who wish to pacify suffering, their own suffering or the suffering of others and so forth, must cultivate this 
type of wisdom.

00:09:41 {TIBETAN} 00:09:58

Then we moved into the second verse that gives the division, the classification of the two truths:
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The illusory and the ultimate. 
These are asserted as the two truths. 
The ultimate is not an object engaged by awareness
Awareness is stated to be illusory. [2]

We've explained that.

00:10:19 {TIBETAN} 00:10:25

In the second verse, the first two lines give us the classification of the two truths, and the last two lines give us 
their definitions.

00:10:37 {TIBETAN} 00:12:17

The important thing in verse 2 is line 3, where it says “the ultimate is not an object engaged by awareness.” When
Master Shantideva makes this statement, this is traced back into the sutras where the Buddha has said in various 
sutras that the ultimate is not the object of ordinary awareness, it is not to be known by ordinary awareness, it is 
something which is inexpressible, it does not appear to the mind, and so on and so forth. There are many such 
statements in the sutras, so when it says "the ultimate is not an object engaged by awareness" or by mind, we are 
to understand here that it is not just talking about just any mind. In particular, it is talking about a dualistic mind, 
or in other words any mind that bears the pollution of ignorance and the imprints of ignorance. 

For such a mind, the ultimate cannot be the direct object that is cognised by the mind--the direct object appearing 
to this mind. It cannot be known exactly as it is, that dualistic mind cannot understand the ultimate exactly as it.

00:13:42 {TIBETAN} 00:14:30

I would say it will not be the object engaged by a dualistic mind. We're talking about a mind that is grasping at 
duality or a mind that is grasping at true existence. Any type of conceptual mind falls in that category, any type of
conceptual mind, even if it is a conceptual understanding of emptiness, there's the pollution of ignorance and of 
the imprints of ignorance. So this type of mind, being dualistic, cannot have direct comprehension of the ultimate.

00:15:15 {TIBETAN} 00:16:04

It's very important to analyse this line in great detail, because it says "the ultimate is not an object engaged by 
awareness." We have explained that awareness here means dualistic awareness. What happens to the wisdom that 
conceptually realises emptiness through hearing or through reflection or through meditation? It realises 
emptiness, and therefore emptiness appears to it, because emptiness is its specific object, so you cannot take that 
sentence at face value, you have to dig a bit deeper, because otherwise you would say that 'the ultimate/emptiness
is not an object engaged by dualistic awareness, even the awareness that comprehends emptiness.' That is not a 
correct statement. For that reason, we have to qualify it by saying it's not the object directly engaged by that 
awareness.

00:17:14 {TIBETAN} 00:18:12

This particular statement here, "the ultimate is not an object engaged by awareness," was the position of many 
earlier Tibetan scholars. There were variations of that theme, some of them said that the ultimate is not the object 
engaged by awareness, any awareness. There were others who said no, it's not the object engaged by dualistic 
awareness. But as we said, that brings in this difficulty, because it makes it impossible even for conceptual minds 
that realise emptiness through listening, contemplation, meditation, it is still conceptual, it's still dualistic, but if it
realises emptiness then emptiness has to be its object, it has to be the object that it engages, but according to that 
view of the earlier Tibetans they will come to the point that says that no, even that mind doesn't realise emptiness,
because it cannot be its object. So then it would only leave the case of arya equipoise being the only type of mind 
that can realise emptiness.

00:19:28 {TIBETAN} 00:20:37

The position of the previous Tibetan scholars was that actually there is no such thing as comprehension or 
engagement or realisation of emptiness from a conceptual mind. We're just using the terminology, but in reality 
there is no such thing. It comes down to saying that if you're dealing with a conceptual mind, the conceptual mind
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will always be grasping at its object, there is a grasping, there is a holding of this object. So then they would take 
that phrase that we have from Departing From the Four Attachments where it says "as long as there is grasping 
there is no view." So as long as you have grasping you will not have the correct view. They take that phrase out of
there literally, and they say conceptual mind is grasping, and therefore conceptual mind cannot have an 
understanding of the view.

00:21:48 {TIBETAN} 00:22:03

Of course, that statement there in the Departing From the Four Attachments is explained in a different way. It 
says "as long as there is grasping," and there, that is grasping at true existence, so as long as you have grasping at 
true existence you cannot generate the correct view, that's the meaning of that phrase, but here they take it 
literally, to apply to any type of grasping.

00:22:31 {TIBETAN} 00:23:46

You can see that according to that presentation, for an ordinary being, it would be that what is expected is the 
impossible. You're an ordinary being, and suddenly, all of a sudden, somehow you would be able to enter this 
equipoise of non-duality, non-grasping, no grasping at all, whatsoever. Somehow you would enter, you would 
jump and arrive into that level of equipoise. How would that be possible for an ordinary being? The way that we 
develop understanding of emptiness is that first of all the subject is introduced to us. We have to go and listen to 
those teachings, then we have to reflect on the teachings, then we have to meditate on those teachings, so we have
to derive, gradually, we have to build up and derive this understanding that comes from meditation, and the more 
we increase that mind that is derived from meditation, the more we decrease our duality, so at the very end we 
reach to that very refined point of an equipoise where all elaboration of duality and true existence is completely 
pacified. But you cannot expect an ordinary being to have that refined result from the beginning. Actually, when 
the earlier Tibetans were saying that there is only one realisation of emptiness, and there is the pure 
understanding, they are talking about that end point of the arya equipoise, they are discarding everything before 
that, everything that is conceptual, and they said that, no, when you talk about comprehension of emptiness, it can
only be that pure level of comprehension.

00:25:39 {TIBETAN} 00:26:30

The third line says "the ultimate is not an object engaged by awareness." What we understand there is that as long
as you have dualistic awareness the ultimate cannot be the direct object of that dualistic awareness. Then the 
question is, what type of awareness can have the ultimate as its direct object? It is only awareness in which 
duality has subsided. And then the last line is "awareness is stated to be illusory." Dualistic awareness is 
conventional/illusory and will be comprehending the conventional/illusory.

00:27:19 {TIBETAN} 00:28:07

As we have said, according to the outlines, the last two lines of verse two, give us the definitions of the two 
truths. From line number three we understand that the definition of the ultimate truth is: the object that is directly 
engaged by awareness in which duality has subsided. And then you can almost see the opposite of that, and you 
can say the [definition of the] illusory/conventional is the object directly engaged by awareness in which duality 
and grasping have not subsided.

00:28:52 {TIBETAN} 00:29:46

When you give a definition you have to check how watertight the definition is. So we see here that something is 
ultimate if it is the object that is directly engaged by a mind in which duality has subsided. That's like the 
definition. So you have to check if every case of an object directly engaged by a mind that is free from duality, is 
ultimate.

00:30:20 {TIBETAN} 00:31:06

In general, when we give the definition of the ultimate truth, we say ultimate truth is that which is the definite 
meaning, realised by valid awareness realising or investigating the ultimate, and it has the second part of the 
definition that also it itself has become valid awareness.
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General definition of ultimate truth: (a) That which is the definitive meaning found and realised by valid 
awareness investigating the ultimate, (b) and it itself has become valid awareness. 

00:31:36 {TIBETAN} 00:33:51

If we look at these two parts of the definition, the first one says that for something to be ultimate truth it must be 
the object that is found and it's realised by valid awareness investigating the ultimate or the final. What would fall
in that category, that's only part of the definition, so definitely any type of wisdom that is derived from hearing, 
reflection, meditation, many types of wisdom fall into that. Definitely the wisdom of arya equipoise falls into 
that. But that section alone is not fully describing what is ultimate truth, because the second part of the definition 
says that itself it must have become valid awareness of the final or the ultimate. Valid awareness, what do we 
mean by this? Let's say you are investigating a vase. There are many things you can understand about the vase. 
Let's say first you understand that the vase is made out of form, it's a material object, it is impermanent, it is a 
product. You understand how the vase functions, you understand that the vase changes moment by moment, so 
you understand the impermanence of the vase, you understand the vase is created by causes and conditions, and 
so forth. So you have valid awareness understanding different things about the vase. They understand the mode of
existence of the vase. This is how the vase exists. However this mode of existence that they comprehend is not 
the final, it's not the ultimate and therefore valid awareness that comprehends them, it is not final valid 
awareness. So you have to keep analysing how does this vase exist? Yes, it is form, it is impermanent, it carries 
water, it is made by causes and conditions, but I can go further [with my investigation.] There comes a point 
where you finally understand the lack of inherent existence of the vase. That is the final nature, the final 
understanding. And the valid awareness that understands that final thing, is called the final valid awareness. 
"Final" because there's no more to understand about the vase and the final nature of the vase. That is the 
difference between valid awareness and final valid awareness.

00:36:43 {TIBETAN} 00:37:11

We said that this final valid awareness is called the final. Why? Because eventually you came to the point of 
understanding the emptiness of the vase, and there's nothing more to understand. It's the ultimate, you have come 
to the end of the understanding everything you need to understand about this vase. Where would you would you 
go beyond that level of understanding? Perhaps you can understand the emptiness of the emptiness of the vase, 
but that is the final, that's the end, and that's why it's called the final valid awareness.

00:37:53 {TIBETAN} 00:38:17

Then if we want to look at the definition of nominal or conventional truth you would say it is the object that is 
found and realised by valid awareness investigating the nominal, and it itself it must be nominal valid awareness.

00:38:44 {TIBETAN} 00:39:37

In these definitions we use two terms, two different types of valid awareness. We have the valid awareness 
investigating the ultimate, and valid awareness investigating the nominal. Valid awareness investigating the 
ultimate is a type of awareness that is not satisfied merely by the way the object appears, but instead it 
investigates until it finds the ultimate or final nature of that object. Then if you look at the explanation or the 
definition of valid awareness investigating the nominal, that is a type of valid awareness that is satisfied merely 
with how the object appears, and it does not go into any further investigation, it just stops, it just apprehends just 
the way it appears.

00:40:41 {TIBETAN} 00:41:33

To simplify the definition of the nominal valid awareness we say it is valid awareness that engages the object 
without examining, without analysing. When you hear the word "without" in the phrase it engages the object 
without examining, without analysing, it doesn't mean that it doesn't analyse at all. Actually it does quite a bit of 
analysis, quite a lot of investigation, and it's going to look at: does this object exist or not, is this object 
impermanent, is this changing, what is it made of, what type of causes and conditions made it, so it's not that it 
does not investigate at all. But it does not investigate the area of how it exist, is it established from some side or 
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not, it doesn't go at all into that area of investigation. This is why, when we say it engages the object without any 
investigation, this "without any investigation" refers just to that particular type of investigation.

00:42:44 {TIBETAN} 00:43:42

The second part of the definition of the nominal valid awareness says that it itself has become nominal valid 
awareness, it has become nominal valid awareness because it just takes things at face value, it just looks at how 
things appear and it doesn't perform any further investigation, so it does not become valid awareness of the final 
or the ultimate, it remains valid awareness of the nominal. Of course, as we said, it does investigate, it wants to 
see how does this thing function, does it come, does it go, does it remain, it does some investigation, so it does 
become valid awareness, but it is nominal valid awareness. So you can see there's a reason why the definition has
this second part to it.

00:44:49 {TIBETAN} 00:45:03

We're spending a lot of time on the ultimate truth and nominal truth. 

Geshe La: Tonight we are going spend on ultimate truth and conventional truth. 

00:45:10 {TIBETAN} 00:46:41

We have the ultimate truth, and then the we have the other type of truth, translated usually as conventional but in 
this commentary is translated as illusory. In various texts, in different occasions we have different etymologies 
that explain that term conventional, what does conventional mean. 

• At times you'll find the explanation that basically it is true grasping, that is obscuring the mind from 
understanding ultimate reality. If you have that thing, that thing is called conventional. 

• In other texts it says conventional means something which is deceiving, 

• or you can find the explanation that it is something which comes by depending upon others, which is just 
a name. 

• Then we have the explanation which comes from the definition that we just gave before, that it is the 
object that is realised by nominal valid awareness. 

So texts on different occasions define conventional in different ways.

00:48:19 {TIBETAN} 00:48:40

Actually it's very good to understand that the term has different shades of meaning in different texts. The more 
you understand the different ways that the term is explained the easier it is when you read the text, because in a 
particular text it might have a particular shade, a particular meaning, so it will be helpful to avoid confusion. You 
can say 'oh okay, I understand in this context it means this.'

00:49:11 {TIBETAN} 00:50:37

To give you an example, the first verse in The Descent to Langka Sutra begins by saying:

“All phenomena exist conventionally. 
Ultimately they do not have inherent nature. 
That which is mistaken in terms of that 
is asserted as the thoroughly conventional..”1

In that verse we have the use of the term "conventional" twice. In the first line it says "all phenomena exist 
conventionally," and that one, "all phenomena are conventions" is basically referring to the third explanation that 
we gave, that they exist by name alone, meaning just imputed as a name by the mind. So the first conventional is 
merely imputed by the mind, as a name. It says all phenomena exist merely labelled by the mind, ultimately they 
did not have inherent existence. But the mind that is mistaken, and does not understand that they lack inherent 
existence, and superimposes inherent existence upon them, that is the thoroughly conventional, and "thoroughly 

1 Suzuki's La kāvatāraṅkāvatāra  English translation has this verse at Chapter 10 verse 120 on pp. 235 of the 1932 George Routledge
and Sons publication.
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conventional" there refers to the first explanation that we gave, that it is something that obscures your mind from 
understanding due to grasping at true existence. It obscures your mind and you don't understand the actual 
meaning.

00:52:30 {TIBETAN} 00:52:45

So the third line says "that," meaning, that mind that is mistaken, obscured, and so forth, that mind is acting as an 
obscuration that does not allow you to see the purity or the ultimate.

00:53:07 {TIBETAN} 00:54:06

So actually, when we try to give the etymology and explain this term "conventional truth" or "illusory truth" or 
"deceiving truth" or whatever you want to call it, when we try to give this etymology we have to explain the term 
"truth" as well. 

We understand the first part, the first part is very clearly explained in this first verse of Descent to Langka Sutra. 
From that verse we understand that the conventional is the true grasping, so it is confusion, it is ignorance that 
obscures your mind from understanding or from seeing the ultimate. But that thing has to be true for something, 
for some type of mind. It has to be truth for someone to be called conventional "truth." So what does the "truth" 
mean in that term? Things do not actually exist in this way, so it's not truth in that sense, but remember what we 
said last week, for the mind that has true grasping, there is disharmony or a big gap between the way that things 
appear and the way that things actually exist. So it is true for that mind of true grasping. When we explain the 
term "conventional truth," the "truth" is in relation to that mind.

00:55:53 {TIBETAN} 00:56:36

That's a very technical way of saying that this thing is true for the mind that has true grasping. Indirectly, what it 
is saying is it's not true for anybody else. If you have true grasping it is true for you, and indirectly it implies 
that's not the real truth, it's only true for them. We have this other example, they say in terms of mistaken 
appearances, the white snow mountain, if you have no problem with your eyesight it should appear white, that's 
the truth. It says, take the yellow snow mountain, it is true for the eye awareness of a person who has jaundice. 
[Translator: I don't know if it's true if people with jaundice see things yellow.] 

What we understand from this statement is that it's a snow mountain. It appears as true yellow only for this type 
of affected eye awareness, not for everybody else. Everybody else sees it as white.

00:57:53 {TIBETAN} 00:58:44

Now if we try to give the etymology of ultimate truth, again we have two words, the "ultimate" and the "truth." 
There are different ways of explaining this. One interpretation is to take both the word "ultimate" and the word 
"truth" to refer to the object/phenomena. There is another interpretation that splits up the words and says one 
refers to the object, the other refers to the subject. And then within that presentation we have variations of how 
one would be the object, and the other one the subject.

00:59:26 {TIBETAN} 01:00:08

For the first interpretation, where all the words of the term "ultimate truth" refer to the object, in Tibetan we 
actually have three words involved, not two. What we translate as "ultimate" in English, in Tibetan is don dam 
pa. don means object. Object as the object of knowledge. dam pa, directly translated, means the holy, like the 
holy object. But here it means supreme. So object, supreme. Object supreme is what we translate as ultimate. And
the last word, "truth," again, it describes the object. Basically, here, we're talking about emptiness. Emptiness is 
the object in terms of being the object of knowledge, it is supreme object of knowledge, and it is truth as well. So 
there is no discrepancy between the way things appear and the way that things exist. This is the ultimate truth, 
emptiness.

01:01:30 {TIBETAN} 01:01:57

If we separate, and we say the words have different meaning in terms of one being the object and the other being 
the subject, we start with the first syllable, don. Again, don means object, as in object of knowledge. This is what 
you have to understand. Then, the next ~~syllable~~ word, dam pa, which means the supreme, now refers to the 
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subject. It's a particular type of mind. This is the arya equipoise that is non-conceptual. And it is a supreme mind. 
So this is the object of knowledge of the arya equipoise, which is supreme, ultimate. Altogether meaning 
"ultimate."

01:02:43 {TIBETAN} 01:03:31

Another interpretation of object and subject. Again, the first syllable, don, translates as the object, the object of 
knowledge. Now the second ~~syllable~~ word dam pa, that's supreme. In the previous explanation we said 
supreme refers to arya equipoise. Now, in the second interpretation it refers to awareness, but not arya equipoise. 
It refers to awareness that is similar or compatible with arya equipoise. For example, awareness comprehending 
emptiness derived from hearing, reflection, and meditation. That is not arya equipoise yet, but it is nearing that or
it is similar to that. It is a subject, but it's not the arya equipoise.

01:04:26 {TIBETAN} 01:05:32

In this second interpretation of object and subject, the subject, as we said, is a mind that basically, can be pristine 
wisdom focusing on emptiness, that is derived from hearing, reflection, meditation, but not arya equipoise yet. 
Now, with all these etymologies and variations of etymologies that we have seen over these two terms, go back 
into these phrases that are used quite often, where it says "phenomena exist conventionally, they do not exist 
ultimately," and now you know this has a completely different meaning. If you take that understanding, and you 
go back to The Descent Into Langka Sutra which says, all phenomena exist conventionally. Yes, because they 
exist by being merely imputed by the mind. It's a label, merely imputed by the mind. All phenomena exist 
conventionally. Then it says, they do not exist ultimately. "Do not exist ultimately" means that that supreme arya 
equipoise or that supreme subject investigates and does not find this phenomena. So they do not exist ultimately, 
for that.

01:07:00 {TIBETAN} 01:07:11

You can you have pristine wisdom focusing on emptiness that is using reasoning and relies upon hearing, 
reflection, and meditation. And for that mind, although it investigates, it doesn't find it.

01:07:31 {TIBETAN} 01:08:21

When we use the expression “these phenomena are not ultimately established” the reason we give for that is 
because, we say, they are not established for the logical awareness that is investigating the ultimate. This is  the 
reasoning that is given in the text. You can interpret it in a different way as well. You can say they are not 
ultimately established because they are not established from their own side, other than being merely established 
as a name.

01:09:05 {TIBETAN} 01:09:39

If we want to look at a few name equivalents, you can say:

• things do not ultimately exist, it has the same meaning as 
• things do not inherently exist, 
• things do not truly exist,
• things do not exist from their own side,
• things not established from their own characteristics

All of those have the same meaning. If you want to use the other term: 

• things exist conventionally, 
• things exist merely as a name,
• things exist only nominally,
• things exist merely imputed by the mind.

This, again, is a list of equivalent meanings.

01:10:28 {TIBETAN} 01:12:50
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The other thing to understand is that these terms, the ultimate and the conventional, are directly opposite. We say 
that because all phenomena exist conventionally, they do not ultimately exist. Just as the ultimate and the 
conventional are direct opposites, also the terms "truly," as in they truly exist, and "falsely" exist are direct 
opposites. Because they are not truly existent, for that reason they are conventionally or falsely established.

01:12:56 {TIBETAN} 01:13:28

The second set of opposites, really it is the truly. Because it doesn't truly exist, it exists falsely. If that is true for 
everything it must also be true for emptiness. Emptiness must falsely exist but emptiness is not false; because it is
true. So there is that thing about emptiness, although falsely established it is not false. It is true.

01:14:10 {TIBETAN} 01:14:31

It's the same as saying that emptiness exists conventionally but emptiness is not a conventional, emptiness is an 
ultimate. But it exists conventionally because all phenomena exist conventionally, because they don't exist 
ultimately. So, you can say emptiness exists conventionally, or you can say emptiness exists falsely or 
deceivingly, because it does not truly exist. 

Geshe la: We discussed. So, it's a reminder [laughter].

Yes, you've heard it all before, so it's just a remember.

01:15:24 {TIBETAN} 01:16:48

So lam rim chen mo, Great Exposition of the Stages of the Path talks about emptiness, and says emptiness is 
posited as an ultimate truth because all elaborations have been pacified. Not only the elaborations of true 
existence, but also elaborations of duality.2

01:17:12 {TIBETAN} 01:17:51

In that sense you can see that we can go even further with emptiness and apply some other classifications of 
emptiness, subdivisions. It means that you can have the real, fully qualified emptiness, and you can have that 
which is imputed as the ultimate truth of emptiness. This classification or this division is not from the point of 
view of the object of emptiness itself, but it comes from the point of view of the mind that realises emptiness, 
because it depends on how much elaboration it has pacified. When you're talking about emptiness that is realised 
by arya equipoise where all elaborations are completely pacified then you're talking about the real, fully qualified
emptiness, the real ultimate truth of emptiness. If you're talking about emptiness that is the object engaged by 
logic that is investigating, then you're talking about imputed, it's not the real or fully qualified, it's imputed.

01:19:05 {TIBETAN} 01:19:25

This terminology appears in The Middle Length Lamrim where it says that the emptiness that appears to the 
conceptual investigating mind is imputed ultimate truth, and the emptiness that appears to arya equipoise is the 
real, fully qualified ultimate truth.

01:19:49 {TIBETAN} 01:20:10

The reason that is given to justify this terminology is that, the emptiness that appears to a conceptual logical 
awareness that investigates the subject, this appears to a mind that only has a partial pacification of elaboration, 
but the emptiness that appears to the mind of arya equipoise is emptiness that appears to a mind that has complete
pacification of every type of elaboration.

01:20:45 {TIBETAN} 01:21:24

You can see, in one case you're dealing with a conceptual mind, it's logic that is investigating, and through that it 
has come to realise the lack of true existence, so it has stopped, it has negated true existence, it has pacified the 
elaboration of true existence, however this mind still has all sorts of dualistic appearances appearing to it: the 
duality of object and subject, the duality of external objects, the duality of even the appearance of true existence, 
and so forth. So it has dualistic appearances, while the other mind has completely stopped grasping at true 

2 pp. 200 in vol 3, translated by Cutler, Newland et al. 
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existence, and any type of dualistic appearance. So there's that difference in the quality of the subject that engages
the object of emptiness.

01:22:27 {TIBETAN} 01:22:40

We are not actually saying that the emptiness that appears to the conventional mind is not ultimate truth. We are 
not negating that. When we're using the term "imputed ultimate truth" we're not negating that the emptiness that 
they comprehend is ultimate truth. What we want to do when we use this term is just to make a distinction 
between a mind that is conceptual and a mind that is arya equipoise. One is imputed ultimate truth, the other one 
will be the fully qualified, the true ultimate truth.

01:23:26 {TIBETAN} 01:24:27

When we look at the two truths we have to posit them as being of one nature but being of different mental 
isolates. When we say they are of one nature, one nature refers to the ultimate nature. Going back to The Heart 
Sutra where it says "there is no emptiness other than form, there's no form other than emptiness," when we say 
this is, it really referring to the nature of form, the nature of emptiness. So, we say if you look at the ultimate 
nature of form, what is it? It's emptiness. It is no other than emptiness. And when you look at emptiness, it is no 
other than form, meaning it is no other than the ultimate nature of form. What's the ultimate nature of form? 
Emptiness. This is what it says here, of one nature.

01:25:32 {TIBETAN} 01:26:39

If we look at a conventional phenomenon, and we're going to take form, because we have this reference to The 
Heart Sutra. What is the ultimate nature of form? The ultimate nature of form is no other, or it doesn't go beyond 
the fact that form is empty of being truly established. If it was something else, if the ultimate nature was not that, 
if it was something else that went beyond that, the only position that is beyond that is that it is truly established--
it is established from its own side. If it was not empty of true existence, then it would have to be truly existent 
from its own side.

01:27:33 {TIBETAN} 01:28:21

The reason why we say that is actually dictated by logic, because there are only two possible ways that something
can exist. Either it is established from its own side or it has to rely upon something else in order to be established.
When we say that its nature is no other than being empty of being established from its own side, it means this is 
all it can be, empty of established from its own side, and if it was not that, if you went beyond that, what are you 
left with? What's the possibility? The possibility is that it does not rely on others. Either it is established from its 
own side, or if you go beyond that, it means you rely on others. If you say it does not rely on others, you fall back
into the first position, it's established from its own side.

01:29:24 {TIBETAN} 01:30:35

If you look at the commentary, I don't know how many pages you have printed, but for me it's on page five. We 
are below where verse 2 occurs. Find the verse 2, and after verse 2, the 4th paragraph says:

 "The nature of the division is into the twofold division of illusory truth and ultimate truth. Although there
can be different connotations to a division, here, it is to be of one nature but to be of different isolate. As 
both have a nature, it is impossible for them not to be of one or of different nature. If the subject is of 
different nature from the lack of true existence, then the faults outlined in the Elucidations of the Thought
[...]" 

The Elucidation of the Thought is composed by Master Nagarjuna. These faults outlined in the text "apply, such 
as that it will become truly existent." If the subject is of different nature from the lack of true existence, if it 
doesn't lack true existence what would it become? It would become truly existent.

01:32:04 {TIBETAN} 01:32:44

The meaning, here, says "if the subject." The subject here, we have taken conventional phenomena, we looked at 
form, and we know that all phenomena lack of true existence. It says if they had a nature that is different from 
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lacking true existence, if they didn't lack true existence what it would be? They would have true existence if they 
didn't lack it. And therefore they would become truly existent.

01:33:19 {TIBETAN} 01:34:32

Then it says: 

"Moreover, if they are not different, then the faults explained there apply as well. Therefore, they are of 
one nature but of different isolate, just like produced and impermanent."

What is that thing about, if they are the same nature, but there are different isolates? When we talk about 
emptiness we are always talking about the emptiness of something. Because emptiness is understood in relation 
to a conventional basis. So emptiness is posited on that conventional basis. And that explains that they are of one 
nature, this emptiness is the emptiness of that thing, they are of one nature, that is its nature, its emptiness, so 
they have to be one. But at the same time they are distinct isolates. One is the basis that is empty, and the other 
one is the emptiness that is the characteristic of that basis.

01:35:47 {TIBETAN} 01:35:53

They are in relationship, there are different ways that things can be related, and this is a relationship of being of 
one nature but different isolates, for example, just like the produced and the impermanent.

01:36:11 {TIBETAN} 01:36:29

If we look at these two things, the produced and the impermanent. The connection of the relationship that they 
have is that they are of one nature, and that means that if you lose one of them you would lose the other. If you 
lose the impermanent you would lose the product, if you lose the product you would not have an impermanent 
thing. So, of one nature but of different conceptual isolates. The different isolate is the easiest to understand 
because it means different name, different words. One is called "produced," the other is called "impermanent."

01:37:21 {TIBETAN} 01:37:58

If, actually, you don't posit those things, such as, for example, form and emptiness, as being of one nature but 
different distinct isolates, then there are four types of faults that occur because you're contradicting four types of 
logic. Maybe we stop here. We're not going to give you the four faults and the four logics, not tonight.

Geshe la: If you have questions we can discuss. We have 10 minutes.

Student: Geshe la, I was wondering about when it says "ultimate is not the domain of the mind" or blo'i spyod 
yul.

Geshe la: Ah, not object of the mind. 

Student: That "blo" there, I saw in some translations that "blo" is translated quite differently. Some people call it 
"awareness," some people call it "mind," some people call it "intellect," and I was wondering if that "blo," is it a 
synonym for sems, yid, rig pa from our perspective? 

Geshe la: blo rig shes gsum don gcig, yep. blo, rig pa, shes pa, yeah. 

Student: So, it doesn't make a difference. I know some people say blo is more, sort of, involves more thought than
the other ones. We say it's a synonym though? 

Geshe la: blo, rig pa. It's a synonym I think. Not much difference. In this Shantideva verse, as I mentioned, based
on the sutra, in the sutra it mentioned is not object of the mind. So, therefore when Shantideva quotes that sutra 
which mentioned emptiness is not object of the mind, that took that quotation and then, here, same applies same. 
Not object of the mind. So we need to interpret. Not just mind. Specific mind. 

Geshe la: Any other?

Student: Geshe la, so with the final emptiness of emptiness, and that's the end... [laughs]

Geshe la: Yeah, it's the end. "End" means you can't get a more ultimate reality than that. It's a final reality. You 
can't get a more ultimate reality than that. So one can say, emptiness of the form of vase, when we discussed I 
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mentioned emptiness of the mind or emptiness of phenomena is the ultimate reality because it can't be beyond. 
You can't get more reality than that. Then someone asked, what about emptiness of [the emptiness of] the mind 
itself? Then, of course one can ask that. So then, emptiness of emptiness is the ultimate reality. The answer 
comes. So it's the final reality. The can't get ultimate reality more than that. 

Student: Thank you Geshe la:

Geshe la: Hmm, we'll stop here now.
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